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This International Search Report has been prepared by this Internationat Searching Authority and is transmitted to the appBcani 
aocofding to Article IB. A copy is being transmitted to the International Bureau. 



This International Search Report consists of a total of 6 sheets. 

jx] It is also accompanied by a copy of each prior art document cited in this report 



1. Basis of the report 

a. With regard to the iansuagai, the Intemationai search was carried out on the basts of the international application in the 
language in which It was Med. unless oflienwlse indicated under this item. 





n The intemationai seareh was carried out on the basis of a tranateflon of the inte 
'— ' this Authority (Rule 23.1 (b)). 


matlonai application furnished to 






□ 


With regard to any nudeoSde and/or airtno acid sequence disclosed in flie inlmali 


n^ application, see Box No. 1. 


□ 


Certain claims were found unseaichabie (See Box ii). 






Unity of invention is lacklns (see Box ill). 





4. With regard to the title, 

|x] the text Is approved as submttted by the applicant. 

□ the text has been eslablished by tWs Authority to read as follows: 



5. With reganJ to the absfract, 

[x] the text is approved as eubmitied by the applicant 

n the text has been established, according to Rule 38.a(b), by this AuthortV as "?>P»rs Box l^o. 

' may, within one month from the dal» of mailing of this international aear* report, submit comments to this Authority. 



With regard to Hie di 

a. the figure of the drwiinfls to be published wift the abstract is Figure No. JJia. 

[x] as suggested by the appticsnt 

[]] as selQcted by this Authority, because the anslicantfaled to suggest a figure. 
[~] as selected by this Authoil^. because this figure beder characterizes the 

b. none of the figures Is to be publistied with the abstract 
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A. CUSStPICA-nONOF SUBJECT HATTeR 

INV. G06F9/445 
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in 10 the extent that BU 



EPO-Internal , IKSPEC 



C. DOCUHEHTS CQHSPEHEDTO BE neiEVANT 





Citation of doeumeifl. wUh mdioatlon. where appropriate, ot the ralBVant passages 


Relevant to daimNa 


X 

Y 
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US 6 430 570 Bl (JUDGE FRANK P ET AL) 

6 August 2002 (2002-08-06) 

column 4, lines 24,25 

coluim 4, lines 55-59 

column 7, lines 12-18 

column 13, line 36 - colunin 14, line 14 

WO 01/04743 A (SUN MICROSYSTEMS, INC) 
18 January 2001 (2001-01-18) 
page 4, lines 11-23 
page 5, lines 12-14 
page 17, lines 1-5 

_/„ 


1-8,11, 
18-25,28 

9,10,12, 
26,27 

1-8,11, 
18-25,28 


[H 


her documents are listed in the conUmiation of box C. [x*] P=«enl ian*f members are listed in annex. 


or priority dale and not In otmnict with the application but 
■A- documenl defining the general state of the ait which Is noH cilscl lo understand the prtnolple or Ihaoiy undertyitQ «» 

considered to be of particular relevance imenlion 
'E* aariier document txitputillstied on or after the inlefnatlonal -x- document ot pottieular relevance: the claimed invention 

Mbigdale cannot be OOnsMered novel or cannot be considered to 
■f document which may throw doubts on priority Clajm($) or mvoHw an iiwerttve step when the document is taken alone 

which is dted to edabteh the publicallon date of another -y document of paHlcular relevance; the claimed invention 

dtaUon or other spedat reason (as specified) camnt ba consIderBd to invoNe an Inventive step when the 

'id'SXXlS^^^^^'^' 11ing*«ebut ^^„^^f^^^^,^^ 
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C,(ConUnua 


Uon) DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED TO BE RELEVANT 




Category" 


GtaHon of document, wilh indicatton, where appioprieae, of the retevant passages 


Relevant to claim Mo, 


V 


ANDERSON G, ANDERSON P: "Enterprise 
JavaBeans Componetit Architecture: 
Designing and Coding Enterprise 
Applications (Sample Chapters)" [Online] 
2002, PRENTICE HALL , XP002376621 
Retrieved from the Internet: 
URL : http ://www.phptr . com/bookstore/product 
. asp?i sbn=0130355712> 
[retrieved on 2006-04-11] 
Chapter "Enterprise JavaBeans Overview", 
pages 3-4, "Session Beans" section 
Chapter "The Benefits of Stateful Session 
Beans", page 1, lines 30~53 


9,10,12, 
26.27 


A 


UO 02/079973 A (INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS 
MACHINES CORPORATION; CLEMENT, ANDREW, 
SIMON; D) 10 October 2002 (2002-10-10) 
page 2, line 37 - page 3, line 36 


1-12, 
18-28 


X 


WO 99/57875 A (NE-PRODUCTS OY; SAVOLAINEN, 
KIMHO; PARKKINEN, JUKKA; HUTTUNEN, 
mmi;) 11 November 1999 (1999-11-11) 
page 6, lines 9-36 


13-17 


A 


SMITH S L, MOSIER J N: "Guidelines for 
Designing User Interface Software" 
REPORT ESD-TR-86-278. THE MITRE 
CORPORATION, BEDFORD, MASSACHUSETTS, USA, 
August 1986 (1986-08), XP002395090 
page 242, guideline 3.5/7 


13-17 
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INTERNATIONAL SEARCH REPORT 


imemaSonai appilcaion No. 
PCT/US2O04/O384O0 




istion of ilmn 2 of f irst shwQ 


This International Search Report has not been estabiehed m respect ol certain claims under 


iMlcle ir(2){a) liar »ie following reasons: 


^' ^ S^I^SwyiBlate to subject matter not required to tse searched by this Aulho^^ 


2. j 1 ClajmsNos.: ^ ,^ 
' — because they relate to pans of the Intamallonal Application that do not oomp^ with 
an extent that no meaningful intamallonal Searoh can be cmted out. specHlcally: 


he prescribed requirements to such 


3. i 1 Claims Nos.: ^ ^ 
' — because they ae d^endent claims and are not drafted in accordance with the sec 


md and third sentences of Rule 6.4(a). 


BOK ■ Obaervations wImtb unity of InventUm is lacking (Confimialion of Itsm 3 of first sheet) 


TWs inlemaflonal Searchino Authority lound multiple inventions In ihls international applloatk 


m.aslDllcws: 


see additional sheet 




1 . nn As all required addWona search lees were tlm^ pm by the applicant, this Interna 
LiJ seaKaiabiedaftns. 


tional Search Report covers all 


2. rn As all searchatae dafcns could be searched without effort justBylne an addHional fee, this Authority did not invrtte payment 
— ofanyadditionaifee. 


3 1 1 As only some of the required addiliooal search fees were fimeiy paid by the appflcc 
1 — 1 covers only those claims for which lees were paid, specifically claims Nos.: 


an, this international Search Report 


4 1 1 No iBoulred addltlonai search tees were timely paid by the apfflloant. Consequently, tils intemaSonai Search Report is 
' — ' restricted to the ln«nfion firat menHoned in the claims; It Is cowered tor claims Nos.: 


nwnark on Protest Q The addtUonai search tees were accompanied by the applicant's protest. 


|Yj No protest accompailed the payment of addiaonal search fees. 
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FURTHER INFORMATION CONTINUED FROM PCTflSA/ 210 



This International Searching Authority found multiple (groups of) 
Inventions in this international application, as follows: 

1. claims: 1-12,18-28 

This group of claims relates to methods for managing memory 
(and a corresponding system) with the following features: 

(a) when space is needed in memory, applications are removed 
from the memory; 

(b) the determination of which applications to remove is 
based on the application state; 

(c) the application state includes "stateless", "stateful 
with a state record" and a "stateful with no state record"; 

(d) applications are removed according to their state in the 
following order of priority: first the "stateless", then the 
"stateful with a state record" and finally the "stateful 
with no state record". 



2. Claims: 13-17 

This group of claims relates to a method for managing 
memory, wherein, when space is needed in memory, 
applications are removed from the memory, but only after 
informing a user and obtaining the user's confirmation. 
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(PCT Rule 43b/s.1) 


Date of mailing 

(dayHnora^^) seefom PCTASAfllO (wcondsheal) 


Applicants or agents file referenoe 

see form PCTylSAfi20 


FOR FUFtTHER ACTION 

See paragraph 2 Ijelow 


Intemationai application No. 
PCTAJS2004A)38400 


InlemationaJ filing date (dayAnonth^saf) 
12.11:2004 


Priorily date (day/monthfyear) 
13.11.2003 



IntemaHonal Patent ClassilkaJion (IPC) or both naflonal dassificstion and IPC 
INV.Q06F9M45 

ADD. H04N7/173 



Appillcam 

SCIENTIFIC-ATLANTA, INC. 



This opinion contains indications relating to the following items: 

^ Box No. I Basis of the opimon 

□ Box No. II Priority 

D Box No. Ill Non-establishment of opinion with regard to novelty, inventive step and industrial applicability 

E! Box No. IV Lack of unity of invention 

S Box No. V Reasoned statement under Rule 43f)(s.1 {a)(l) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial 
applicability; citations and explanations supporting aich stalsment 

□ Box No. VI Certain documents cited 

□ Box No. VII Certain defects In the International application 

□ BoxNo. Vlli Certain obsewatlons on the international application 

FURTHER ACTION 

If a demand for international pieliminary examination is made, this opinion wiB usually be considered to be a 
written opinion of the International Preliminary Examining Authority ("IPEA") except that this does not apply where 
the applicant chooses an Authority other than this one to be the IPEA and the chosen IPEA has notifed the 
international Bureau under Rule 66.1 fa/s(b} that written opiniww of this International Searching Authonty 
will not be so considered. 

If this opinion is as provided above, considered to be a written opinion of the IPEA, the applicant is invited to 
submit to the IPEA a written reply together, where appropriate, with amendments, before the expiration of 3 months 
from the date of mailbg of Form PCT^SAfi20 or before the exF^ration of 22 months from the priority date, 
whichever expires later. 

For further options, see Form PCT/ISAS20. 

For further details, see notes to Form PCT/ISA£ZO. 
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WRITTEN OPINION OF THE ffil^fSSSS^ 
INTERNATIONAL SEARCHING AUTHORITY PCTyUS2004A>38400 



BoacNo.l Basis of thaoplnton 

1. Wim regard to the language, this opinion has been sstablislradcwft^ 
M the intemaBonalawaHcation in the language in which it was filed 

□ a translation of the international application into , which is the language of a translaBon furnished for the 
purposes of international search (Rules 12.3(a) and 23.1 (b)>. 

2 With regard to any nucleotide andibr amino acid sequence disclosed in the International application and 
necessary to the claimed invention, this opnion has been established on ttie basis of: 

a. type of material: 

□ a sequence listing 

□ table(s) related to the sequence listing 

b. fdnnat of material: 

□ on paper 

□ in electronic form 

c. time of fllingAjmishtng: 

□ contained in ttie Internationa! application as filed. 

□ filed together with the international application in electronic term. 

□ furnished subsequentty to this Authority for the purposes of search. 

3. □ In addition, in the case that mote than one version or copy of a sequence listing andtor table reteBnp thereto 

has been filed or furnished, the required statements that the information in *e subsequent or addihonal 
copies is identical to that in the application as filed or does not go beyond the application as filed, as 
appropriate, were furnished. 

4. Additional comments: 



Fbnii PCT^SA/237<Aprfl2005) 



WRnTEN OPINION OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL SEARCHING AUTHORITY 



IntBmationai application No. 
PCT/US2004J038400 



Box No. IV LackofunHyof InvenHon 

1 . E In response to the feivitaiion (Form PCTyiSAfi06} to pay additional fees, ttie applicant has, within the 

af^licable time limit; 

E paid additional lees 

O paid additional fees under protest and, where applicable, the protest fee 

□ paid additional fees under pwrtest but the applicaWe protest fee was not paid 

□ not paid additional fees 

2. □ This Authority found that the requirement of unity of invention is not complied with and chose not to invUe 

the applicantto pay additional fees. 

3. This Authority considers that the requirement of unity of invention in accordance writh Rule 13.1 , 1 3.2 and 13-3 Is 

□ complied with 

IS) not complied with for the foHowIng reasons: 
Me separate sheet 

4. Consequently, this report has been established in respect of the fbUowing parts of the intemaltonat application: 
^ all parts. 

□ the parts relating to claims Nos. 

Box No. V Reasoned statsment under Rule (a)(1) wrtth regard to novelty, inventive step or 
Industrial appHoability; citaHons and explanations supportlnfl such statement 



1. Statement 



NoveKy (N) 



Yes: Claims 
No: aaims 



2-17.19-28 
1.18 



Inventive step (IS) 



Yes: Claims 
No: Claims 



1-28 



Industrial applicabigty (lA) 



Yes: Claims 
No: Claims 



1-28 



2. Citations and explanatjens 



separate 



sheet 
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Reference is made to the following documents: 

D1 : US-B1 -6 430 570 (JUDGE FRANK P ET AL) 6 August 2002 (2002-08-06) 

D2: WO 01 /04743 A (SUN M ICROSYSTEMS, INC) 1 8 January 2001 (2001 -01 -1 8) 

D3: ANDERSON G, ANDERSON P: "Enterprise JavaBeans Component Architecture: 
Designing and Coding Enterprise Applications (Sample Chapters: 'Enterprise 
JavaBeans Overview" and The Benefits of Stateful Session Beans')" [Online] 2002, 
PRENTICE HALL, XP002376621 Retrieved from the internet: 
URL:http://www.phptr.coni/bool<store/product.asp?isbn=01 3035571 2> [retrieved on 
2006-04-11] 

D4: WO 99/57875 A (NE-PRODUCTS OY; SAVOLAIIMEN, KIMMO; PARKKINEN, 
JUKKA; HUTTUNEN, MARTTI) 1 1 November 1 999 (1 999-1 1-11) 

05: SMITH S L, IVIOSIER J N: "Guidelines for Designing User Interface Software" 
REPORT ESD-TR-86-278, THE MITRE CORPORATION, BEDFORD, 
l\/1ASSACHUSETTS, USA. August 1986 (1986-08), XP002395090 



Re Item iV 

The present application does not satisfy the requirements of Rule 13 PCT regarding unity 
of invention. This Authority considers that there are two inventions covered by the claims 
indicated as follows: 

(1 ) Claims 1 -1 2 and 1 8-28: this group of claims relates to methods for managing memory 
(and a corresponding system) with the following features: 

(a) when space is needed in memory, applications are removed from the memory; 

(b) the determination of which applications to remove is based on the ^plication 
state; 
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(c) the application state includes "stateless", "stateful with a state record" and a 
"stateful with no state record"; 

(d) applications are removed according to their state in the following order of 
priority: first the "stateless", then the "stateful with a state record" and finally the 
"stateful with no state record". 

(2) Claims 13-17: this group of claims relates to a method for managing memory, 
wherein, when space is needed in memory, applications are removed from the 
memory, but only after informing a user and obtaining the user's confirmation. 

The only technical feature that the two inventions have in common is the feature of 
removing applications from the memory In response to an indication that space is needed 
in memory. This feature is well-known from the prior art (common general knowledge as 
well as documents D1 and D2). 

The remaining technical features of each of the two inventions are not the same as, nor do 
they correspond tOi features from the other invention, so that no technical relationship can 
be identified (Rule 13.2 PCT). In fact, these features provide two completely different ways 
of deciding about applications to be removed from memory: in the first invention, an 
automatic determination is made which depends on the application state; in the second 
invention, interaction with a user is required and the determination made depends on the 
user's choice. 

Therefore, the present application does not satisfy the requirements of Rule 13 PCT 
regarding unity of invention. 

Re Item V 

(Rrst invention - Claims 1-12 and 18-28) 

1 Lack of novelty of independent claims 1 and 1 8 
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1 .1 Document D1 , which is considered to represent the closest prior art to the 
subject-matter of claim 1, discloses (the references In parentheses apply to this 
document; the original claim wording is set in italics): 

A method for managing memory (column 4, lines 24-25: "Application Manager 24 
provides downloading, starting, stopping, querying, and memory management 
capabilities"), said method comprising the steps of: 

receiving an indication of application state from a plurality of applications in memory 
(column 7, lines 12-18: "Once executing, /Map'ication Manager 24 records the new 
running state of the application 26a, 26b, 26c. ... Eadi entry in the instance list 29a, 
29b includes an execution state variable that is updated by Application Manager 24 
during the lifecycle of the instant application 26a, 26b, 26c" and column 4, 
lines 55-59: "Application Manager 24 also allows the querying of application 
information such as ... what execution state each application Instance is in (e.g., 
"initialized", "executing", "terminated")"); and 

determining which of the plurality of applications to effect removal from the memory 
based on the received indication (column 13, line 36 - column 14, line 14: "FIG. 9 is 
a block diagram of system 500 illustrating the communications between the classes 
when a low- or no-memory condition occurs during the execution of an instance of an 
Application 510. ... As illustrated in FIG. 9, an Instance ApplBase 514 of a ainning 
Application 51 G generates 902 an OutOf Memory-Error. ... ApplMgr 502 iterates 
through its Application cache 52, finding classes which do not have executing 
ApplBases ... Those Applications without exeaiting ApplBases are instructed 910 to 
f reeMemoryO ... ApplMgr 502 then removes 91 2 those Appfications from its 
application cache it is observed that in D1 the determination of the applications to 
be removed is based on the received indication of the appBcation state, as the cited 
passage specifies that the applications to be removed are those which are not In the 
"executing" state). 

1 .2 The subject-matter of claim 1 is therefore not new (Article 33(2) PCT). 
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1 .3 For the sake of completeness it is noticed that also document D2 discloses the 
subject-matter of claim 1 (page 4, lines 11-22: "According to anottier aspect of the 
invention, the application communicates infomiation regarding its state and potential 
state changes to an application manager ... For example, the application may request 
that the application manager cause the appiication to enter the active state. In 
addition, the application may indicate ... that the application cannot perform the 
service as requested and therefore has paused or terminated ... Once the state of the 
application is changed the application may communicate this state change to the 
application manager" and page 5, lines 12-14: "... Moreover, since the application 
manager monitors the current state of each of the applications, the application 
manager may release memory associated with each appfication immediately upon its 
termination ..."). 

1 .4 Since system claim 18 contains only features which correspond to the features of 
method claim 1 , the above objections concerning lack of novelty of claim 1 applies 
accordingly to claim 18. 

2 Lack of inv^tive step of independent claim 1 2 

2.1 Claim 1 2 includes all the features of claim 1 as well as the following features: 

(a) receiving an indication tiiat memory space is needed; 

(b) the ^plication state includes "stateless", "statefui with a state reoonj" and a 
"stateful with no state record"; 

(c) the order of priority in which applications are removed, according to their state, 
is: "stateless" followed by "stateful with a state record" and finally by the 
"stateful with no state record". 

2.2 The features of claim 1 and feature (a) above are known in combination from the 
closest prior art D1 (see passages cited above in the discussion concerning novelty 
of claim 1 ). Therefore, the difference between the closest prior art D1 and the 
subject-matter of claim 1 2 consists in the definition of the appfication state and of the 
order of priority in which applications are removed according to their state, i.e. 
features (b) and (c) listed above. 
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2.3 The feature (b) above is known from the prior art. in particular, in document D3. 
certain software components implementing an interactive session, named "session 
beans" In ttie temninoiogy of D3 and corresponding to the "applications" of claim 12, 
are defined as "stateless" or "stateful" (see pages 3-4 of the chapter "Enterprise 
JavaBeans Overview"). Furthermore, D3 specifies that a stateful component may or 
may not have a state record (see page 1 of the chapter "The Benefits of Stateful 
Session Beans", lines 42-49: "... When resources must be redaimed, the container 
serializes a bean's state and copies it to secondary storage. This process is called 
passivation. When it's time to restore a bean to its active state, the container reads 
the bean's state from secondary storage and de-sertaiizes the objects. This process 
is called activation. ... It's not always possible for the EJB container to serialize all 
state information in a session bean. If an Instance variable, for example, does not 
implement the Serializableinterface, the container cannot save and restore the data. 
In this case ... the bean developer provides code to reinitialize the bean properly"). 

2.4 The feature (c) above is not disclosed in document D3, which explains general 
concepts, but not implementation details such as the selection of the software 
components ("session beans") to be removed when memory resources are 
reclaimed. However, in the Tight of the teachings of D3 and of common general 
knowledge, the order of priority specified by feature (c) above is considered obvious 
to a skilled person confronted with the problem of devising a strategy for unloading 
the components. In fact, D3 mentions that it is iess expensive to remove stateless 
components than stateful components (see chapter "Enterprise JavaBeans 
Overview", page 4, lines 1 0-1 2, related to stateless beans: "... It also means better 
performance. The EJB container does not have to move stateless session beans 
from memory to secondary storage to free up resources— it simply regains memory 
and other resources by destrb>nng the instances" and lines 37-40, related to stateful 
beans: "... So that conversational state is not lost, the container saves and restores 
stateful session beans when moving them between memory and secondary storage. 
All this means that stateful session beans have more overhead associated with 
them ..."). This teaching of D3 would lead the skilled person to the obvious design 
decision of unloading stateless components before stateful components. 
Furthermore, it is clear to the skilled person that removing from memory a stateful 
component which does not keep a state record is the less desirable of all possibiHties, 
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since the session state would then be lost and the smooth functioning of the system 
would be disrupted. This simple consideration would lead the skilled person to the 
further obvious design decision of unloading stateful components with a state record 
before stateful components with no state record, which should be unloaded only as a 
last resort. 

2.5 For the above reasons, the subject-matter of claim 1 2 Is considered obvious from the 
combination of prior art documents D1 and D3. It is observed that a skilled person 
would consider combining the techniques disclosed in D3 with the closest prior 

art D1 , since the "Enterprise JavaBeans" component model disclosed in D3 is a well- 
known model for programming user-interactive sessions. 

2.6 Therefore, the subject-matter of claim 1 2 does not involve an inventive step in the 
sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 

3 Lack of inventive step of dependent claims 2-1 1 and 1 9-28 

Dependent claims 2-1 1 and 19-28 do not appear to contain any additional features 
which, in combination with the features of any claim to which they refer, meet the 
requirements of the PCT with respect to inventive step, the reasons being as follows: 

Claims 2-4, 7,8,11,1 9-21 , 24, 25, 28: the additional features of these claims 
(receiving an indication of application state, providing an explanation to a user) 
do not produce by themselves any technical effect, in particular with respect to 
the utilisation of memory resources. They may only produce a technical effect in 
combination with other features, e.g. the removal of applications from memory. 
Since the additional features of these claims do not produce any technical 
effect, no technical problem is solved and, therefore, the subject-matter of these 
claims does not involve an inventive step. 

Claims 5, 6, 22 and 23: the technique of saving a state record when unloading 
ah application and restoring it when the application is reloaded is well-known 
and obvious to the skilled person (common general knowledge; see also D2. 
page 17, lines 1 -5 or D3, chapter "The Benefits of Stateful Session Beans", 
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page 1 , lines 30-45). These additional features do not interact in any non- 
obvious way with the other claim f eatu res. 

Claims 9, 1 0, 26 and 27: since method claims 9 and 1 0 contain only features 
which are included in independent claim 1 2 and system claims 26 and 27 
contain only features which correspond to features of claim 12, the objections 
concerning lack of inventive step of claim 1 2 apply accordingly to claims 9, 1 0, 
26 and 27. 

(Second invention - Claims 13-17} 

4 Lack of inventive step of independent claim 1 3 

4.1 Document D4, which is considered to represent the closest prior art to claim 1 3, 
discloses (the references in parentheses applying to this document; the original 
wording of the claim is set in italic font, features not explicitly disclosed in D4 are set 
strikeout , features different from the claim are set underlined) : 

A method for supporting the mariagement of memory, said niethod comprising the 
steps of: 

receiving an indication of a user request for a service (page 6, lines 1 2-1 4: "In step 
402 the terminal examines the different functions of the card ... In case there are 
several alternatives, the user is allowed to select the function to be used ..."); 

responsive to receiving the indication, receiving an indication that memory space 
beyond that which is available is needed (page 6, lines 14-16: "... Next, in step 406, 
it is checked whether the application required by the selected function exists in the 
memory of the terminal lines 1 9-21 : "If the application does not exist in the 
memory of the terminal, next it is checked in step 410 whether the application exists 
in the management system ..." and lines 26-29: "If the application exists in the 
management system, the terminal inquires in step 414 about the amount of memory 
required by the application. Next, the terminal checks 41 6 whether the amount of 
memory rec^ired by the application is free. If there is not enough memory ..."); and 
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pro\>iding an e xplanation that informs a user of th e eff e ct of removing an application 
from memory to provide the requested service (page 6, lines 29-31 : "... an 
application to be removed from the memory is selected and it is removed in step 41 8 
in order to vacate ttie memory for tlie use of tiie new application"). 

4.2 The difference between D4 and the subject-matter of claim 1 3 is that, in claim 1 3, an 
explanation is provided to inform the user of the effect of removing the selected 
application from memory. 

4.3 The feature of providing an explanation to a user serves merely the purpose of 
informing the user, but does not bring about any technical effect, in particular with 
respect to the utilisation of the system's memory resources, which the invention aims 
to improve. Therefore, as no objective technical problem is solved by the method 
defined in claim 13, the subject-matter of claim 13 does not involve an inventive 
step in the sense of Article 33(3) PCT. 

5 Lacit of inventive step of dependent claims 14-17 

Dependent claims 14-17 do not appear to contain any additional features which, in 
combination with the features of any claim to which they refer, meet the requirements 
of the PCT with respect to inventive step, the reasons being as follows: 

Claims 14-16; the additional features of these claims, which relate to asl<ing for 
user confirmation before removing the application from memory, do not involve 
an inventive step, as they correspond to the obvious application of a general 
principle of user interface design known to any skilled person from common 
general knowledge {see also D5, guideline 3.5/7 at page 242). 

Claim 1 7: the additional feature of this claim (losing the application state) does 
not further delimit the subject-matter of the parent claim, since losing the 
application state is clearly a direct consequence of removing the application 
whenever the application has a state. 
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